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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of this study was to explore meta-analytically the relationship between 
mentoring and two outcome variables: career success and job satisfaction. A total sample of 16 
studies was located. The statistical results of all located studies were combined to address three 
questions: 1) is mentoring related to career success and job satisfaction, 2) can variability 
among individual study correlations be accounted for by something other than sampling error, 
and 3) given an affirmative answer to the second question, are there important moderators of 
effect size variability within each meta-analysis? 
Results of the two meta-analysis (one for satisfaction and one for success) showed 
significant overall effect sizes, supporting the hypothesis of a positive relationship between 
mentoring and both outcome variables. Homogeneity tests revealed that variability of effect 
sizes associated with success outcomes could be explained by sampling error alone, while that 
associated with job satisfaction could not. Subsequent analysis suggested that mentoring 





A mentoring relationship is composed of two people, a mentor and a 
protege, and is founded on mutual trust, personal attraction, and professional 
admiration. Within this relationship the mentor serves as a person with 
experience and knowledge, typically older who functions as a sponsor or guide 
to lead the protege into the field he or she is pursuing. According to Levinson 
(1978), one of the most important functions of the mentor is to support the 
protege's efforts to realize the "dream" and furthermore assist in the process 
of reaching that dream. 
Traditionally most mentoring models have focused on men. The mentoring 
role was created by a man in Homer's Odyssey. Mentor, the friend of Ulysses 
who was entrusted with the care of Telemachus, Ulysses son. In Ulysses' 
absence, Mentor served as a guide and counselor to a young inexperienced 
Telemachus. Models of mentoring and the development of the mentor/protege 
relationship have since catered to men (Knox & McGovern, 1988; Kram, 
1985). 
Our society is becoming increasingly more competitive in the work force. 
Women appear to be more ambitious and career oriented than ever before. 
Since the number of women entering male-dominated professions continues to 
increase, it seems even more essential for women to receive guidance. 
Guidance can assist in professional development and growth so that women 
may be better able to advance and achieve levels of success comparable to 
their male colleagues. 
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Mentoring is related to the advancement of men (Kram, 1985; Levinson, 
1978); yet, its role in the advancement of women is less clearly defined. 
Professional fields such as business, medicine, and academia are dominated by 
men. Therefore, women within these fields are faced with many of the same 
obstacles in reaching various levels of career advancement and success. The 
number of mentoring relationships available to women does not appear to be 
keeping the pace with the increasing number of women needing mentors. 
Consequently, there is question whether mentoring is available to women to 
the same extent as it is for men (Berry, 1983; Chao, Walz, & Gardner, 1992; 
Hayes, 1986). Several factors that may inhibit the development of mentorships 
for women have been identified (George, & Kummerow, 1981; Hayes, 1986; 
Levinson, 1978; Noe, 1988; Green-Schaller, 1990). It is suggested that women 
in particular should actively, yet selectively seek out a mentor. They should 
look for someone at top levels of the organization with a past reputation of 
mentoring. Above all, they should search for someone they admire and respect. 
Investing in such a relationship is a commitment for both individuals. 
Current literature explores mentoring in several directions most of which 
focuses on the process of the relationship such as its formation (Berry, 1983; 
Bowen; Chao et al., 1992, George, & Kummerow, 1981; Noe, 1988; Redmond, 
1990),the role and functions of the mentor (Atcherson, & Jenny, 1983; Burke, 
McKeen, & McKenna, 1990; Cullen, & Luna, 1993, Knox, & McGovern, 
1988; Kram, 1985), the phases of the relationship (Johnsrud, 1991; Kram, 
1983), and benefits of the relationship (Cronan-Hillix, Gensheimer, Cronan-
Hillix, & Davidson, 1986; George, & Kummerow, 1981; Schoen, Stockdale, 
Hall, & Deniston, 1994; Wright, & Wright, 1987). 
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Until the last decade there had been a minimal amount of focus on the 
outcomes of mentoring relationships, more specifically on the outcomes 
involving career success and job satisfaction. One of the primary goals of the 
mentoring relationship is to promote and assist with the professional growth 
and development of the protege, yet the lack of attention given to such 
outcomes warrants some consideration. It is my intention to examine what role 
mentoring relationships have played in the career success and job satisfaction 
of professional women and men. In this section I intend to touch upon several 
aspects of the mentoring process. 
Forming a Mentorship 
Mentoring relationships are much more complex than one might assume. 
Although it is a relatively formal relationship the potential growth and 
development that transpires between both individuals creates intimacy. The 
selection process of such a relationship requires thoughtful consideration, 
insight, and evaluation. The development of such a relationship requires 
patience, dedication, and motivation. 
There are two primary types of mentorships, informal and formal (Chao et 
al., 1992; Noe, 1988; Redmond, 1990; Schoen et al., 1994). Informal 
relationships are formed spontaneously, in which the participants are joined 
together on their own initiative based on mutual interests. Formal mentorships 
are formed with forethought, in which participants are typically matched 
together on the basis of some criteria and assigned to one another. 
Investing oneself in helping a protege grow and develop professionally is a 
substantial commitment for the mentor. Belief in the proteges potential is 
therefore essential (George, & Kummerow, 1981 ). Due to the nature by which 
informal mentorships are formed they are considered to be more beneficial. 
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Yet, the use of formal mentorship programs is growing. The implementation of 
formal mentorship programs is becoming increasingly popular among various 
industries, and organizations at all levels of the work force as well as within 
educational and social domains. 
How a mentor and protege are able to identify with one another is another 
important factor to the formation of the relationship. Research suggests that 
mentors and proteges choose individuals they can identify with on the basis of 
gender, race, and social class (Chapiro, Haseltine, & Rowe, 1979; Gilbert, 
Gallesich, & Evans, 1983; wolf, 1993 ). However, in searching for a mentor the 
three aspects deemed most important by proteges appear to be related to the 
mentor's experience, knowledge, and communication styles (Berry, 1983; 
Cronan-Hillix et al., 1986; George, & Kummerow, 1981; Knox, & McGovern, 
1988). There is some indication that identification on the basis of gender, race, 
or social class may bring people together initially but does not seem to be 
essential to effective mentoring thereafter. In a study examining same-sex vs. 
cross-sex mentoring pairs, Bowen (1985), found that ultimately it is not the 
sex of the mentor per se, but the functions provided by the mentor that make a 
good relationship. 
Mentoring Roles and Functions 
To be a good role model Bova and Phillips (1982) suggest that mentors 
should follow certain principles. They should encourage the dreams and 
support the aspirations of their proteges, provide opportunities for their 
proteges to observe and participate in their work, and help their proteges 
become aware of the unwritten politics and rules involved in the profession. 
Kram (1985) has proposed two categories of mentoring functions provided 
by the mentor in assisting the protege reach his or her "dream." The first 
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comprise psychosocial functions which include role modeling, acceptance and 
confirmation, counseling, and friendship. These functions operate more at an 
interpersonal level. These are aspects of a relationship that enhance a sense of 
competence, clarity of identity, and effectiveness in a professional role. 
The second category of functions are career functions, which include 
sponsorship, coaching, protecting, and making the protege known to others. 
These functions operate more at the level of social systems and organizations. 
They relate to the aspects of a relationship that enhance learning the ropes and 
preparing for advancement. These functions have been an important 
contribution to the evaluation, and study of mentoring. 
Bowen (1985) found the functions provided by the mentoring relationship 
influenced how the proteges view their careers. However, it is not clear as to 
what influences the degree to which each category of functions is provided. 
Several studies have found gender to influence the extent to which these 
functions were provided (Atcherson, & Jenny, 1983; Burke, 1990; Noe, 1988; 
Tepper et al., 1993; Cullen,& Luna, 1993; Gilbert, & Rossman, 1992). 
Another study suggested professional field rather than gender influenced the 
type of functions provided by the mentor (Luna & Cullen, 1990), while still 
other studies found the type of mentorship (formal vs. informal) influenced the 
functions provided (Chao et al, 1992; Noe, 1988; Schoen et al., 1994). 
Mentoring Phases 
Kram (1983) has identified four phases of the mentoring relationship: an 
initiation phase; a cultivation phase; a separation phase; and a redefinition 
phase. 
The initiation phase is a period during which time the relationship begins to 
form. The relationship becomes important to both parties. The protege begins 
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to look toward the mentor for support, and guidance, and the mentor begins to 
provide developmental opportunities. 
The cultivation phase is the point at which the range of career and 
psychosocial functions reach their maximum. Both individuals continue to 
benefit from the relationship. The boundaries have been clarified, and 
opportunities for meaningful and more frequent interaction increase. During 
this period the emotional connection strengthens and intimacy increases. 
The separation phase is a period of adjustment. The separation occurs both 
structurally and psychologically. At this time career and psychosocial 
functions no longer continue in their previous form. Often one or both 
individuals become resistant to the changes involved during this phase. The 
loss of some functions and the modification of others leads to redefinition of 
the relationship. 
The redefinition phase is the final phase in which the mentoring 
relationship is no longer needed in its previous form. At this point it is 
apparent that changes have occurred with both individuals, becoming a more 
peer-like friendship. It is important to note that there are exceptions to the 
outcome of each of these phases. 
Benefits 
One enters a mentoring relationship with the hope of gaining something. 
Mentorships are shown to be advantageous to the mentor and the protege. A 
quality relationship can enhance the career development of both the mentor 
and protege. It can assist with the structuring and maintenance of a 
professional network. It can shape personal identity by increasing self-
confidence, competence, self-esteem, personal satisfaction and motivation 
(Berry,1983; Schoen et al., 1994; Wright & Wright, 1987). 
Interviews with women executives revealed that mentors create 
opportunities for them to operate outside of the organization norms, set high 
performance standards that stimulate personal motivation, publicized the 
proteges achievements, and provided an environment that was conducive to 
experimenting with new ideas and behaviors (Missiriam, 1982). 
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It has also been suggested that the psychosocial and career benefits women 
may obtain from a mentoring relationship increases the likelihood that they 
will receive the support and cooperation of peers which may in turn increase 
the probability of their success in the organization (Ilgen & Youtz, 1986). 
Mentoring may be a valuable asset to aspiring women executives and 
significantly increase their professional development. Through the knowledge 
and experience of a good mentor a professional woman can expand her 
horizons and perspectives, and move beyond the narrow frame of reference of 
a particular position or functional area. A mentor can help clarify some of the 
subtleties and ambiguous expectations of the organization. The mentor can 
provide an objective assessment of the proteges strengths and weaknesses, 
assist with the process of self-discovery and goal setting, and provide the 
protege opportunities to become visible (George, & Kummerow, 1981 ). 
One study suggests that mentoring promotes productivity and satisfaction 
at early stages of professional development (Cronan-Hillix et al, 1986). 
Graduate students with mentors demonstrated higher levels of productivity in 
research, publications, and conference papers than those students without 
mentors. In addition, students involved with mentoring relationships reported 
being more satisfied with their program than those not engaged in such 
relationships. 
One consistent finding of existing studies is that mentoring enhances one's 
career development and chances of being successful. However, what happens 
once the mentorship has completed the final phase of the relationship? What 
are the outcomes of mentoring relationships? 
Outcomes 
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Research on outcomes of mentoring relationships is in its infancy, most of 
which has surfaced within the last decade. Studies point to a strong link 
between mentoring and career success (Bahnuik, Dobos, & Hill, 1990; Collins, 
1994; Dreher & Ash, 1990; Fagenson, 1989; Riley & Wrench, 1985; Roche, 
1979; Scandura, 1992; Whiteley & Dreher, 1991) and job satisfaction 
(Bahnuik, Dobos, & Hill, 1990; Collins, 1994; Fagenson, 1989; Riley & 
Wrench, 1985; Roche, 1979), substantiating the potential value of these 
relationships. 
Career success has been measured typically with relatively objective 
measures such as salary, promotions, and tenure. Recent research indicates 
that mentoring enhances the compensation, promotions and pay satisfaction of 
the employees who receive it (Dreher, & Ash, 1990; Scandura, 1992; Whiteley 
& Dreher, 1991 ). The measurement of job satisfaction is subjective, based on 
self-reports of the individuals' perceptions of job satisfaction (Fagenson, 1989; 
Riley, & Wrench, 19 8 5; Turban, & Dougherty, 1994). 
Just as women are underrepresented in most professional domains it should 
come as no surprise that the ratios of men to women in most of these studies 
were considerably uneven. It is perhaps for that reason several studies were 
conducted focusing solely on the mentoring outcomes of women (Elliot, & 
Wright, 1985; Gaskill, & Sibley, 1990; Johnsrud, & Wunsch, 1991; Keown, & 
Keown, 1985; Leroux, 1992; Ricketts, & Gaskill, 1991; Riley, & Wrench, 
1985). 
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Although studies have shown a positive relationship between mentoring and 
outcomes such as career success and job satisfaction there is still room to 
question the strength of these relationships. Furthermore, there is a need to 
investigate what additional variables may influence these relationships. 
The primary purpose of the present investigation is to conduct meta-
analyses of the relationship between mentoring activity and the outcome 
variables of job satisfaction and career success. It is hypothesized that 
mentoring relates positively to both job satisfaction and career success. This 
will be tested meta-analytically, and when necessary, potential moderators of 
these relationships will be tested as well. 
CHAPTER II 
METHODOLOGY 
Selection of studies 
The studies included in the two meta-analyses were selected from 
investigations that examined the relationship between mentoring and protege 
job satisfaction, mentoring and protege career success, or mentoring and both 
outcome variables. 
Three techniques were used to locate studies for the present meta-analyses. 
First, a computer search was conducted of psychological abstract and 
dissertation abstract data bases, using the following terms: mentoring and job 
(career and occupation were also entered in place of job) success (satisfaction 
was substituted for success). Next, reference lists were examined of all the 
articles received from the computer search for the purpose of locating 
additional studies. Finally, a hand search was conducted in current journals 
which had published related articles. 
This search produced twenty published studies and seven unpublished 
dissertations. Of the twenty published studies fourteen had usable statistical 
information. Dissertation abstracts showed that there were several former 
studies conducted on mentoring and the two outcome variables of interest, 
career success and job satisfaction. However, due to a restricted time frame 
for completing this investigation and costliness, only four dissertations were 
obtained for this study and only two were statistically usable. 
A total of 16 studies was included in the meta-analyses. Nine of the 
studies measured mentoring and both outcome variables. Four of the 16 looked 
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only at mentoring and career success, and 3 of the 16 only examined mentoring 
and job satisfaction. In sum 13 studies were used in the career success meta-
analysis and 12 were used in the job satisfaction meta-analysis. 
Variables Coded for Each Study 
The following information was coded for each study: (a) year of 
publication; (b) source of, business, academe, retail); (h) mentoring measure 
(standardized, or created for study); (i) kind of mentorship (informal, formal, 
not specified); (j) time of mentorship (early in career, current/most recent, 
overall, not specified); (k) number of mentors (one, as many as recall, other, 
not specified); (1) mentoring construct (career functions, psychosocial 
functions, both, not specified); (m) outcome measured (success, satisfaction, 
both); (n) career data (journal or dissertation); (c) number of subjects (total, 
women, and men); (d) mean age of subjects; (e) geographical location of study 
(midwest, south, southwest, west, other, out of US); (f) source of sample 
selection (university alumni records, professional organization directory, 
employee listings, other); (g) field (law, health care, social service success 
measure (standardized, created for study, promotions, rank, salary, career 
plateau, career mobility, outside funding, administrative position); (o) job 
satisfaction measure (standardized, created for study); (p) reliability estimates 
for all three measures (mentoring, success, and satisfaction); ( q) effect size 
estimates for career success; and (r) effect size estimates for job satisfaction. 
Calculation of Effect Size 
Several steps were taken to obtain an overall effect size estimate for both 
meta-analyses. When multiple effect sizes were present in a study (i.e., career 
success measured by promotions, salary, and rank) one averaged effect size 
was calculated per study (rm). Then each effect size was weighted by the 
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reciprocal of its variance (n-3) in order to give greater weight to studies with 
larger sample sizes. Then an overall effect size estimate was calculated as the 
average weighted effect size across studies by the following formula: 
E(ni-3)rm 
E(ni-3) 
Testing for homogeneity of effect sizes is an important step in determining 
if studies can be described as sharing a common effect size. Heterogeneity 
indicates that difference among the effect sizes may be based on sampling 
error. It also indicates that the variability among effect sizes may be due to 
moderator variables. Homogeneity indicates that there is no real variability 
among effect sizes. However, if an effect size was heterogeneous and does 
show true variability the final step is to try and account where the variability 
comes from, what moderator variables exist. 
The following formula was used to determine the homogeneity of individual 
effect sizes in both meta-analyses (career success and job satisfaction): 
E [rd (n-3 )] 
If results of the homogeneity test rejected the null hypothesis of a common 
effect size across studies, study characteristics were examined to identify 
variables that might explain significant portions of effect size variance. 
This was done by first arranging the studies into different groups on the 
basis of identified study characteristics which may serve as possible 
moderators. A weighted overall effect size estimate was calculated for each 
group. 
The next step involved calculating a within-group homogeneity statistic 
(Qw ), which is distributed as a chi-square with p-1 degrees of freedom in 
which p is the number of groups. 
13 
The final step involved calculating a between-group homogeneity statistic 
(Qb) to test the null hypothesis that the overall effect size estimate of no 
differences in effect sizes between groups using the following formula: 
M(N-3 )(rw-ro )2, 
N is the total number of subjects within each group, M is the number of 
studies within each group, rw is the within-group overall effect size estimate, 
and ro is the weighted overall effect size for the outcome variable. The 
homogeneity statistic was then compared to a Chi-Square table using degrees 
of freedom to determine significance at the p = . 05. 
Rejection of the null hypothesis suggests that the identified variable serves 
as a moderator of effect size variability (i.e., the effect size in one group is 




A small number of total studies ( 16) was used in these meta-analyses, 9 of 
which were used in both. The major characteristics of the 16 studies used in 
the meta-analysis are summarized in Table 1. The 16 studies yielded a total of 
25 samples in which effect sizes estimates could be recorded or obtained. The 
analyses included a total of 5592 subjects across the 25 samples with an 
average age of 36 years. The large majority of samples consisted of business 
professionals (56.3%), followed by lawyers and academics combined(25%). 
The median year of publication was 1990. Seventy-five percent of the studies 
were published after 1990 and 31 % were published in 1994. 
Mentoring was measured in two ways, either by a standard method in 
which researchers used a measure formerly developed, or with a tool created 
for the purpose of the study. Job satisfaction was also measured either by a 
standard form of measurement or by some means created for the specific 
study. Nine different measures of career success were used. Salary was the 
most often used measurement of career success (29.6%). 
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Job Satisfaction Meta-Analysis 
Table 2 displays the steps taken to calculate an overall effect size estimate, 
based on former reports, of the hypothesized relationship between mentoring 
and job satisfaction. The overall effect size estimate (ro) was .26. This overall 
effect size estimate does support the hypothesis of a positive relationship 
between mentoring and job satisfaction. However, calculation of the 
homogeneity statistic, Q indicated significant heterogeneity among effect 
sizes. Three study characteristics were identified that might account for 
significant amounts of effect size variance. Results indicated that two of the 
three identified study characteristics provided significant between-group 
effects (Qb ). Thus it appears that, (a) effect sizes obtained from studies in 
which mentors provided career functions were significantly higher than those 
in which both psychosocial and career functions were provided, and those 
studies which didn't specify type of mentoring function; and (b )effect sizes 
received from studies which a specified number of mentors was inquired were 
significantly higher than studies which didn't specify the number of mentors. 
Career Success Meta-Analysis 
The results of the career success meta-analysis are summarized in Table 3. 
The overall effect size (ro=.17) was significant and consistent within 
additional effect sizes derived from within-group calculations. 
Results of the homogeneity statistic, Q, for career success indicated 
homogeneity among effect sizes. Therefore, no further analysis of moderator 
effects were conducted. 
TABLE I 
CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDIES INCLUDED 
IN THE META-ANALYSES 
Characteristic N % 
Year of publication 
1985 2 12.5 
1989 2 12.5 
1990 4 25 
1991 6.3 
1992 6.3 
1993 1 6.3 
1994 5 31.3 
Source of data 
Published 14 87.5 
Unpublished 2 12.5 
Study location 
Midwest 6 37.5 
South 1 6.3 
Southwest 2 12.5 
West 2 12.5 
Other 3 18.8 
Outside US 6.3 
Unreported 6.3 
Sample selection 
Alumni records 5 31.3 
Professional Organization 4 25 
Employee directory 5 31.3 
Other 2 12.5 
Occupation 
Business 9 56.3 
Academe 2 12.5 
Law 2 12.5 
Health care I 6.3 
Retail I 6.3 
Social service 1 6.3 
Sample size 16 
Subject age 16 








SATISFACTION EFFECT SIZE (ES) & TESTS 
OF CATEGORICAL MODELS 
N m n fo Qb Q Qw 
Total Sample 12 4587 .26 26.9721 
Functions 
Career 
Psych & Career 
Unspecified 






N= number of samples 
m= number of samples in groups 
n =number of subjects 








Qb= between group homogeneity statistic 
Q= overall homogeneity statistic 
Qw= within-group homogeneity statistic 
65.7337* 
779 .34 2.0057 
2028 .20 3.6814 
1770 .29 6.9731 * 
36* 
3349 .26 18.11 * 
1228 .18 2.47 
7.3984 
2226 .24 16.73* 
2351 .27 8.729 
Functions= functions provided by the mentor; career=career functions; psych & career= 
both psychosocial and career functions were provided; Unspecified= neither type of 
function was reported in study. 
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Number of mentors= the number of mentors the study inquired about; Specified= 
investigators specified a number of mentors for each subject to consider; Unspecified= no 
specific number of mentors was given. 
*p < .05 
TABLE 3 
SUCCESS EFFECT SIZE (ES) ESTIMATES & TESTS 
OF CATEGORICAL MODELS 
Sample N 








N= number of samples 
m= number of samples in groups 
n = number of subjects 







Qb= between group homogeneity statistic 
Q= overall homogeneity statistic 
Qw= within-group homogeneity statistic 
n fo Qb Q Qw 
.17 20.98 
2.9575 
1558 .18 14. 7334* 
973 .17 .1857 
1093 .15 7.3286 
5.863 
2658 .18 17.5618* 
966 .14 2.5196 
Success Measure= how success was measured; Objective= success was measured 
objectively; Subjective= Success was measured by subjective measures; both= success 
was measured both objectively and subjectively. Field= the occupational field of study 
sample; other= all other fields combined. 




This investigation provides support for the hypothesized relationships of 
mentoring and job satisfaction and career success. Effect size estimates in 
both meta-analysis (.26 for satisfaction and .17 for success) suggest that 
across various types of professional samples, designs, and criterion measures, 
mentoring practices account for approximately 7% of the variance in 
professionals' job satisfaction and approximately 17% of the variance in career 
success. 
In addition to these overall effect size estimates the satisfaction meta-
analysis revealed significant heterogeneity among effect size estimates, 
indicating that the relationship of mentoring to job satisfaction may vary 
among types of measures, populations, and study characteristics. Certain study 
characteristics were therefore identified and analyzed as potential moderating 
variables which would account for the variance among study effect sizes. 
The career success meta-analysis on the other hand proved to be 
homogeneous across effect size estimates, indicating that studies do share a 
common effect size and that there is no real variability among effect sizes. 
Although the analysis of potential moderator variables did not produce 
completely adequate forms of effect size variability, they did yield several 
findings of relevance to mentoring theory. 
The analysis of job satisfaction variables indicated two conditions 
moderating effect sizes. One source of effect size variance involved type of 
function (career, psychosocial, both, not specified) provided by the mentor, 
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with stronger relationships observed when effect sizes were estimated from 
career functions received (. 3 4) than from both career and psychosocial 
functions received (.20) (there were no reported estimates on psychosocial 
functions alone). This effect size difference suggests that the type of functions 
provided by the mentor may influence a proteges job satisfaction level. 
Furthermore, career functions have a stronger effect than psychosocial 
functions alone or in combination with psychosocial functions. Studies which 
did not specify mentoring functions provided, were also compared in this 
analysis and results yielded an effect size of .29. 
Research indicates that most mentorships include at least one of the two 
types of mentoring functions (Bowen, 1985; Kram, 1985; & Noe, 1989). 
Therefore, it can be inferred with some degree of confidence that the 
mentoring relationships within studies which did not specify a mentoring 
function may have in actuality received one or both functions. Thus, it would 
be valuable in future investigations to test the hypothesis that job satisfaction 
will differ depending on the type of mentoring function(s) provided by the 
mentor. One of the studies included in this meta-analysis did provide job 
satisfaction effect size estimates of both psychosocial mentoring and career 
mentoring (Chao, Walz, & Gardner, 1992) yielding significantly different 
results (psychosocial=-.05, career=.18) which supports the hypothesis stated 
above. 
It was also found that the relationship of mentoring to job satisfaction also 
varied by the specified number of mentors, with a stronger relationship found 
among studies which specified the number of mentors (.26) than among those 
with an unspecified number of mentors (.18). This finding suggests that 
specificity in relation to the number of mentors identified may influence 
proteges' overall recollections and perceptions of mentoring received. 
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A third factor examined as a potential moderating variable between the 
relationship of mentoring and job satisfaction was the type of measure used for 
job satisfaction. Specifically, standardized measures were compared to 
measures created for the purpose of the individual study. Although within 
group effect sizes differed this factor did not show between-group variability 
when analyzed with the between-group homogeneity statistic. This may in part 
be attributed to the fact that many of the measures which were created for 
specific studies were adaptations of other standardized measures, thus, 
resulting in similarities among measurement constructs. 
Moving to the career success meta-analysis, as previously mentioned 
results proved to be homogeneous. Never the less two study characteristics 
were examined as potential moderating variables. 
The first potential moderator investigated was the type of career success 
measure used by investigators. Rather than looking at specific kinds of 
measures (i.e., standardized, promotions, rank) measures were partitioned into 
three categories:(!) objective measures (promotions, salary, rank); (2) 
subjective (perceived success); and (3) both. Effect sizes among the three 
categories were very similar (.18, .17, and .15) and proved to be homogeneous 
between-groups. 
Finally, the last characteristic examined as a potential moderator for career 
success was the occupational field of the samples. Because 9 of the 13 studies 
in this meta-analysis had samples working in the field of business and the 
other four were all different, occupations were split into two groups, (I) 
business; and (2) other. Once again results didn't prove fruitful between the 
two groups, showing no between group variance. 
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It might be interesting to break down this group into more specific 
categories and perhaps examine the variability between mentoring and career 
success across them. 
In summary, findings suggest that mentoring is related to the proteges job 
satisfaction and career success supporting Levinson's (1978) theory that a 
mentor not only supports the proteges efforts to realize their professional 
"dream", but assists in the process of reaching that dream. 
Evidence was also provided for some factors which may moderate 
mentoring and outcome variable effect sizes. These findings suggest several 
directions for future investigation. It would be valuable to create a common 
means of measuring mentoring as well as satisfaction and success. Examining 
differences across varied groups to explore factors may explain significant 
amounts of effect size variance that was accounted for in this investigation. 
In addition, although it can be concluded with some confidence that 
mentoring does in fact influence job satisfaction and career success it may be 
valuable to evaluate mentoring functions provided in relation to level of 
satisfaction and success perceived by the protege. 
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APPENDIX A 
EFFECT SIZE CALCULATIONS 
SATISFACTION 
Study n (n-3) (rm) (rw) (rd) (rn) 
ES (n-3} rm (rm-ro}2 (n-3} rd 
01 552 549 .20 109.8 .0036 1.9764 
02 168 165 .28 46.2 .0004 .066 
04 148 145 .23 33.35 .0009 .1305 
05 631 638 .36 233.28 .01 6.38 
07 246 243 .22 53.46 .0016 .3888 
08 208 205 .29 59.45 .0009 .1845 
09 430 427 .18 76.86 .0064 2.7328 
10 1132 1129 .33 372.57 .0049 5.5321 
12 258 255 .16 40.8 .01 2.55 
13 224 221 .14 30.94 .0144 3.1824 
15 205 202 .13 26.26 .0169 3.4138 
18 375 372 .23 85.56 .0009 .3348 





EFFECT SIZE CALCULATIONS 
SUCCESS 
Study n (n-3) (rm) (rw) (rd) (rn) 
ES (n-3} rm (rm-ro}2 (n-3}rd 
01 552 549 .06 32.94 .0121 6.64 
02 168 165 .20 33 .0009 .148 
03 404 401 .23 93.23 .0036 1.44 
04 148 145 .16 23.2 .0001 .0145 
06 320 317 .14 44.38 .0009 .28 
07 246 243 .32 77.76 .0225 5.47 
08 208 205 .25 51.25 .0064 1.31 
09 430 427 .17 72.59 0 0 
11 147 144 .30 43.2 .0169 2.43 
12 258 255 .16 40.8 .0001 .0255 
13 224 221 .06 13.26 .0121 2.67 
16 144 141 .11 15.51 .0036 .5076 
18 375 372 .16 59.52 .0001 .0372 
Sum=3585 Sum=599.64 
13 Q=20.98 




BETWEEN GROUP HOMOGENEITY CALCULATIONS 
SATISFACTION - MENTORING CONSTRUCT 
Career Functions 
Study n (n-3) (rm) 
ES 
04 148 145 .23 
05 631 628 .36 
2 779 773 
259.43/773=.34 ro 



































508.8811761 =.29 ro 
E._:_l 
12-1=11 
(rw) (rd) (m) 
(n-3) rm (rm-ro)2 (n-3)rd 
33.35 .0121 1.7545 
226.08 .0004 .2512 
259.43 
Qw=2.0057 
(rw) (rd) (m) 
(n-3) rm (rm-ro)2 (n-3) rd 
109.8 0 0 
46.2 .0064 1.056 
53.46 .0004 .0972 
40.8 .0016 .408 
30.94 .0036 .7956 
26.26 .0049 .9898 
85.56 .0009 .3348 
393.02 
Qw=3.6814 
(rw) (rd) (m) 
(n-3) rm (rm-ro)2 (n-3) rd 
59.45 0 0 
76.86 .0121 5.1667 
























SATISFACTION - NUMBER OF MENTORS 
(n-3) (rm) (rw) (rd) (m) 
ES (n-3) rm (rm-ro)2 (n-3) rd 
549 .20 109.8 .0036 1.98 
628 .36 226.08 .01 6.28 
243 .22 53.46 .0016 .3888 
205 .29 .725 .0009 .1845 
1129 .33 372.57 .0049 5.53 
202 .13 26.26 .0169 3.41 
372 .23 85.56 .0009 .3348 
3328 874.455 Qw=l8. l l 
874.455/3328=.26 ro 
(n-3) (rm) (rw) (rd) (m) 
ES (n-3) rm (rm-ro)2 (n-3) rd 
165 .28 46.2 .01 1.65 
145 .23 33.35 .0025 .3625 
427 .18 76.86 0 0 
255 .16 36 .0004 .102 
221 .14 30.94 .0016 .3536 
1213 223.35 Qw=2.47 
223.35/1213=.18 ro 







Study n (n-3) (rm) (rw) (rd) (m) 
ES (n-3) rm (rm-ro)2 (n-3) rd 
01 552 549 .20 109.8 .0016 .878 
04 148 145 .23 33.35 .0001 .0145 
05 631 628 .36 226.08 .0144 9.04 
08 208 205 .29 59.45 .0025 .5125 
12 258 255 .16 40.8 .0064 1.632 
13 224 221 .14 30.94 .01 2.21 
15 205 202 .13 26.26 .0121 2.44 
7 2226 2205 526.68 Qw=l6.73 
526.68/2205=.24 ro 





































Study n (n-3) (rm) (rw) (rd) (m) 
ES (n-3) rm (rm-ro)2 (n-3) rd 
01 552 549 .06 32.94 .0144 7.9056 
03 404 401 .23 92.23 .0025 1.0025 
04 148 145 .16 23.2 .0004 .058 
07 246 243 .32 77.76 .0196 4.7628 
08 208 205 .25 51.25 .0049 1.0045 
5 1558 1543 277.38 Qw=l4.7334 
277.38/1543=. l 8 ro 
Subjective 
Study n (n-3) (rm) (rw) (rd) (m) 
ES (n-3) rm (rm-ro)2 (n-3) rd 
02 168 165 .20 33 .0009 .1485 
09 430 427 .17 72.59 0 0 
18 375 372 .16 59.52 .0001 .0372 
3 973 964 165.11 Qw=.1857 
165.11/964=. l 7 ro 
Both 
Study n (n-3) (rm) (rw) (rd) (m) 
ES (n-3) rm (rm-ro)2 (n-3) rd 
06 320 317 .14 44.38 .0001 .0317 
11 147 144 .30 43.2 .0225 3.24 
12 258 255 .16 40.8 .0001 .0255 
13 224 221 .06 13.26 .0081 1. 7901 
16 144 141 .11 15.51 .0016 .2256 






SUCCESS - OCCUPATIONAL FIELD 
Business 
Study n (n-3) (rm) (rw) (rd) (rn) 
ES (n-3) rm (rm-ro)2 (n-3) rd 
01 552 549 .06 32.94 .0144 7.9056 
03 404 401 .23 92.23 .0025 1.0025 
04 148 145 .16 23.2 .0004 .058 
06 320 317 .14 44.38 .0016 .504 
07 246 243 .32 77.76 .0196 4.7628 
08 208 205 .25 51.25 .0049 1.0045 
11 147 144 .30 43.2 .0144 2.0736 
12 258 255 .16 40.8 .0004 .102 
18 375 372 .16 59.52 .0004 .1488 
9 2658 2631 465.28 Qw=l7.5618 
465.28/2631=.18 ro 
Other 
Study n (n-3) (rm) (rw) (rd) (rn) 
ES (n-3) rm (rm-ro)2 (n-3) rd 
02 168 165 .20 33 .0036 .594 
09 430 427 .17 72.59 .0009 .3843 
13 224 221 .06 13.26 .0064 1.4144 
16 144 141 .11 15.51 .0009 .1269 
4 966 954 134.36 Qw=2.5196 
134.36/954=.14 ro 
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